Morphological nomenclature follows definitions illustrated in CARLETON (1980) , CARLETON & MUSSER (1989), and VOSS (1993) . External body measurements -total length (TotL), length of tail (Tail), length of hind foot (HF), length of ear (Ear) -and body weight were taken from museum tags or field notes. We took 28 cranial measurements following COSTA et al. (2007) , using a digital caliper to the nearest 0.01 mm: occipto-nasal length (ONL), palatal length (PL), postpalatal length (PPL), molar row-crown length (MRC), first molar breadth (M1B), palatal bridge length (PBL), temporal fossa length (TFL), diastema length (DL), incisive foramen length (IFL), incisive foramen breadth (IFB), palatal breadth at first molar (PB1), palatal breadth at third molar (PB3), mesopterygoid fossa breadth (MFB), breadth across incisor tips (BIT), bullar width (BW), bullar length (BL), braincase breadth (BCB), skull height (SH), rostral height (RH), rostral breadth (RB), rostral length (RL), nasal length (NL), zygomatic plate length (ZPL), interorbital breadth (IOB), zygomatic breadth (ZB), greatest length of mandible (GLM), mandibular molar row-alveolar length (MMR), depth of ramus (DR). We classified specimens in four dental age classes according to tooth-wear and dental-eruption following COSTA et al. (2007) . The specimens placed in age class 1 are juveniles (third molar unerupted and/or unworn), and those in age classes 2-4 are adults (all the three molars erupted, enamel surfaces of at least one molar worn).
TAXONOMY
Juliomys González, 2000 Included species. J. pictipes (Osgood, 1933) ; J. rimofrons Oliveira & Bonvicino, 2002; J. ossitenuis Costa, Pavan, Leite & Fagundes, 2007 . PARDIÑAS & TETA (2011 recently suggested the reallocation of Calomys anoblepas Winge, 1887 to Juliomys. This fossil is known only from a fragmentary skull and probably represents an extinct form (PARDIÑAS & TETA 2011) .
Type species. J. pictipes (Osgood, 1933 PARDIÑAS et al. (2007) .
Emended diagnosis. Small-bodied sigmodontine genus (TotL: 165-238 mm in adults); dorsal pelage soft, brownish ochraceous to orange-brown, with shades of orange especially on the rump (Fig. 1) ; ventral fur grayish basally and white to whitish-brown distally (Fig. 1) ; four pairs of mammae: two inguinal, one post-axial, and one pectoral; tail equal to or slightly longer than head and body, commonly bicolored, with small scales, and a small tuft at the tip; fore and hindfeet short and broad, dorsally covered with orange to brownish hair; claws dorsally covered by silvery white hairs reaching or extending slightly beyond the claw tips; fore and hindfeet show large, bulbous plantar pads: two carpal and three interdigital on the former and two tarsal and four interdigital on the latter (Fig.  4) ; Skull small and delicate (ONL: 21.95-27.56 in adults), with short rostrum (Fig. 7) ; interorbital region hour-glass shaped with rounded or gently angled edges; zygomatic arches slightly compressed anteriorly; zygomatic plates nearly vertical, slightly inclined forward; zygomatic notch shallow and rounded; mandible small and delicate; upper incisors opisthodont; molars large (MRC: 3.33-4.24 mm in adults), pentalophodont; well developed and separated procingulum cusps on M 1 ; paracone and posterior cusps of M 3 reduced. Comparisons. Juliomys spp. specimens are superficially similar to R. rufescens and O. flavescens in size and fur color. However, differences among them are evident in both external and skull characters (Tab. I). Members of Juliomys can be distinguished from R. rufescens mainly by: a darker fur, with rump and hind legs distinctly orange, contrasting with the rest of the body; this contrast is not observed in Rhagomys Thomas, 1917 , which shows a more homogeneous bright orange fur (Figs 1-3); tips of ventral hairs whitish to light-brown instead of orange; four pairs of mammae instead of three; slightly longer hindfeet, with smaller and narrower interdigital pads (Figs 4-6); hindfeet bearing a projecting claw on the first digit, instead of a round claw, resembling a nail; skull smaller, slender and more delicate (Figs 7-9); rostrum, interorbital region and zygomatic plate narrower; parapterygoid plate wider; anterior margin of mesopterygoid fossa reaching M 3 , while in Rhagomys, this structure does not reach M 3 ; dentary smaller (Figs 10-12), and molar cusps less conspicuous.
Juliomys species differ from O. flavescens mainly by: a brighter orange fur, with rump and hind legs distinctly orange, contrasting with the rest of the body, but this contrast is not observed in Oligoryzomys Bangs, 1900, which shows a more homogeneous grayish/brownish fur ( Table II , and a summary of diagnostic characters of species of Juliomys (Fig. 13) . Brazilian localities of the three living species were provided in COSTA et al. (2007) . Subsequently, new records of J. pictipes were reported from Argentina (PARDIÑAS et al. 2008, Fig. 13, localities 40, 43, 45) , Paraguay (DE LA SANCHA et al. 2009 , Fig. 13, locality 39) , and the states of Espírito Santo (TONINI et al. 2010, Fig. 13 , locality 3) and Rio Grande do Sul , Fig. 13, locality 47), in Brazil. CHEREM et al. (2004 identified some specimens from the state of Santa Catarina, southern Brazil as J. pictipes (Fig. 13, locality 46 ) and others as Juliomys sp. (Fig. 13, localities 47, 42, 41) . They stated that the latter probably does not belong to J. pictipes, but did not provide any further explanations about their taxonomic assessment. CHEREM (2005) also reported Juliomys sp. from Siderópolis, Santa Catarina, southern Brazil (Fig. 13, locality 48 (Fig. 13, locality 49 ). Since the karyotype represents a powerful tool to diagnose Juliomys species, these authors suggested that this new karyomorph represents an undescribed species of the genus ). LIMA et al. (2010 reported the Remarks. There is an apparent distribution gap in the south between most samples from southern Brazil and northeastern Argentina/eastern Paraguay, including one from northeastern Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil (Fig. 13) . This is either due to a true historical biogeographic gap or a collecting artifact (scarcity of adequate inventories, combined with low abundance of Juliomys). The habitat in this region is dominated by Araucaria angustifolia (Bertol.) Kuntze pines (Araucariaceae), forming the Araucaria forest, and some small mammal studies failed to detect Juliomys spp. in this habitat (e.g. WALLAUER et al. 2000 , CADEMARTORI et al. 2004 , DALMAGRO & VIEIRA 2005 . On the other hand, J. rimoforns was collected along a trapline set on vegetation varying from a forested patch with A. angustifolia to , CHEREM 2005 , LIMA et al. 2010 ) are represented by a cross. Numbers correspond to the localities listed in Appendix I.
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patches of grasses and bromeliads (OLIVEIRA & BONVICINO 2002) . Field inventories in this gap, combined with ecological studies on habitat preferences of Juliomys spp., will provide adequate data to answer this biogeographic question. These recent records of Juliomys, associated to the difficulties in identifying them and the existence of a potentially undescribed species call attention to our ignorance concerning the distribution and diversity of Atlantic Forest mammals in general, and small rodents in particular. Only long-term, intensive field, museum, and lab work will provide us with adequate knowledge regarding this important biodiversity hotspot.
Key to the three living species of Juliomys 
